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Claims I mA 8 have been amended to cozrect grammar. No new matter is introduced 
Claims 1-35 are pending in The application. In the Ofiice Action at hand. Claims 1-35 are 
rejected. 

In particular. Claims 1 -35 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claims 1-16 of U.S, Patent No. 
6,658,94 1 , The Examiner has taken the position that although the conflicting claims are nor 
identical, they are noi patentably distinci &om each other because both the patent and the above 
referenced application claim a beat loss gauge for measuring gas pressure with identical 
elements. In response to the double patenting rejection, the Applicant submits that the claims of 
the above referenced application claim limitations or elements not found in» or obvious in vie>v 
of Claims 1-16 of Patent No, 6,658,941 and are, therefore, patentably distinct from Patent No. 
6,658,941. Accordingly, the double patenting rejection is improper^ MPEP 804 (II) (B) (I). 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 1. as amended* of the above referenced application recites: 

A beat loss gauge for measuring gas pressure in an ravironment comprisii^: 
a resistive sensing element; 

a resistive compensating element in circuit with the sensing element and having 
temperature response and physical characteristics substamially matching those of the 
resistive sensing element and being exposed to a substantially matching environment; 

an elecmcal source connected to the sensing elemem and compensating element 
for applying currents through the elements, the currents having a defined ratio, the 
curreni through the sensing element being substantially greater than the current through 
the compensating element; and 

measuring circuitiy connected to the sensing element and the compensating 
element for determining gas pressure in the environmcnr to which the sensing element 
and compensating element are exposed based on electrical response of the sensing 
element and the compensating element. (Emphasis added.) 
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Indepeiidem Claims H» 22 and 23 also recite an electrical source connected to the 
*^sensing element and compensaiing element for applying cunents through the elements, th^ 
furrenrs having a defined raticT^ and independent Claims 25 and 25 leciie ''applying currents 
through the sensing element and compensating element fiom an electrical source, ihe currems 
having a defined ratio:' 

Such currents having a defined ratio^ as recited above, is a limitation or element that is 
not recited or suggested in Claims 1-16 of Patent No. 6,658,941. Therefore, Claims 1-35, as 
amended, arc patentably distinct from Claims l-l6 of Patent No. 6,658,941- 

In addition, the dependent claims of this application recite further limitations or elements 
that are not found or recited in Claims 1-16 of Patent No. 6,658,941, For example, dependent 
Claims 2, 13 and 27 of the above referenced application recite ^separate DC currents" are applied 
or flow through the sensing element and compensating element; dependent Claim 3, 14 aiui 28 
recite that the current through the compensating element is **a predetermined fraction of the 
current through the sensing element"; dependent Claims 7, 1 8 aiid 32 recite that there is a fixed 
ratio maintained ''between the current applied to the sensing element and the cunent applied to 
the compensating elemem'*; and dependent Claim 8, as amended, recites that "ibe voltage across 
the sensing element and the voltage across die compensating element and non-temperature- 
sensitive resistive element are multipUed by multipliers having a ratio inversely related to the 
ratio of the currents to the sensing element and the compensating element, the resulting voltages 
being compared in the feedback circuitry'V with dependent Claims 19 and 33 reciting similar 
limitations. 

Accordingly, since Claims 1-3S» as amended, of the above referenced application recite 
limitations or elements that are not recited or suggested in Claims 1-16 of Patent No. 6,658,941, 
Claims 1-35, as amended, are patentably distinct from Claims 1-16 ofPatent No. 6,658,941. As 
a results removal of the double patenting rejection is respectfully requested. Reconsideration is 
respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSIQN 

la view of ibe above remazks, it is believed tbst all claims are in coiKUiion for allowance, 
and it is respectfully request that tbe ^plication be passed to issue. If the Examiner feels thai 
a telephone confidence -wouM expedite prosecution of this case, tbe Examiner is invited to call 
the undeisigned. 



Concord. MA 01742-9133 
Dated: <^/2ih6oir' 



Respectfully submitted, 

HAME.TON, BROOK, SMITH A REYNOLDS, P.C. 



By. 




Darrell L. Wong 
Regisnwion No. 36,725 
Telephone: (978) 341-0036 
Facsinule: (978) 341 <Q 136 
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